REMARKS 

The Office Action dated April 6, 2006, has been received and carefully noted. 
The above amendments to the claims, and the following remarks, are submitted as a full 
and complete response thereto. 

Claims 1-10, 12-26, and 28-31 are pending in the present application, and are 
respectfully submitted for consideration. Claims 30-31 have been added to more 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the invention. No new matter has been added. 
Claims 1-10, 12-26, and 28-31 are respectfully submitted for consideration. 

Initial Matters 

Applicants respectfully note that the amendment filed October 11, 2005, included 
claims 1-10, 12-26, and 28-29. The summary sheet of the Office Action fails to 
recognize the pendency of claims 28-29, item 1 of the detailed action mistakenly states at 
lines 2-3 that claim 27 is pending (though it recognizes that claim 27 has been cancelled 
earlier at line 2 of the same item). The rejection of the claims at item 3 of the detailed 
action incorrectly identifies the rejected claims 1-10 and 12-27, although rejections of 
claims 28-29 are included at pages 9-10. As noted below, there is no details rejection of 
claim 26. 
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Interview Summary 

An interview was conducted by telephone between the Examiner and Applicants' 
representative. Applicants thank the Examiner for the courtesies extended to Applicants' 
representative during the interview, as well as for the Examiner's agreement to reconsider 
the rejection in view of the arguments, which are substantially repeated and expanded 
upon below. In particular, Pattison's block 34 does not perform any tasks, and there is no 
teaching, motivation, or suggestion to combine Pattison and Herriot. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

Claims 1-10, 12-25, and 28-29 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,058,163 of Pattison et al. ("Pattison") in view U.S. 
Patent No. 5,862,331 of Herriot ("Herriot"). The Office Action took the position that 
Pattison discloses all of the features of claims 1 and 17, except "the supervision block 
performing a supervision tasks determines the address of the supervision center via a 
name service." The Office Action suppHed Herriot to remedy this deficiency of Pattison. 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. Claim 26 was listed at the beginning of 
item 3 as rejected, but no detailed rejection of claim 26 was provided. It is, therefore, 
respectfully submitted, that the rejection of claim 26 is moot and should be withdrawn. 

Claim 1, upon which claims 2-10 and 12-16 depend, recites a method for 
automatically configuring supervision and performing supervision in a supervision 
system. The supervision system includes a supervision center and a supervision block 

- 11 - 



which contains processes performing supervision tasks. The method includes monitoring 
and/or controUing via the supervision center the supervision block processes performing 
supervision tasks. The method also includes the processes performing supervision tasks 
in the supervision block of the supervision system and/or the objects monitored by them 
are registered in the supervision center automatically as the processes in the supervision 
block become ready for operation, and information about the processes in the supervision 
block and/or about the services produced by them and/or about the objects monitored is 
saved in the supervision center in conjunction with the registration. The supervision 
block process performing a supervision task determines the address of the supervision 
center via a name service. 

Claim 17, upon which claims 18-26 and 28-29 depend, recites a system for 
automatically configuring supervision and performing supervision in a supervision 
system. The supervision system includes a supervision center and a supervision block 
which contains processes performing supervision tasks for monitoring and/or controlling, 
via the supervision center, the supervision block processes performing supervision tasks. 
The system includes means for automatically registering in the supervision center the 
objects monitored by the supervision block processes performing tasks of supervision of 
the operation of the supervision system. The system also includes means for saving 
information relating to the processes performing supervision tasks and/or to the services 
produced by them in the supervision center in conjunction with the registration. The 
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system further includes means for determining the address of the supervision center via a 
name service. 

As discussed in the specification, certain embodiments of the present invention 
enable automatic activation of supervision of the operation of a system, such as a 
telephone switching system. After the processes responsible for supervision have been 
activated, the processes report to a supervision center and provide the supervision center 
a chance to control the execution of the processes via various parameters. Supervision 
processes may report to the supervision center at any time. Applicants respectfully 
submit that the cited reference of Pattison fails to disclose or suggest all the features of 
any of the presently pending claims. Therefore, Pattison fails to provide the critical and 
unobvious advantages discussed above. 

Pattison describes a method for monitoring a call center agent or a service 
representative using a variety of scheduling criteria. Scheduling criteria include: time 
interval, a number of calls, a monitoring length, and others. The system of Pattison refers 
to a telephone switching device such as an ACD or PBX that delivers calls to an agent or 
service representative, as described at column 3, line 65, to column 4, line 5. Pattison 
generally describes, for example, at column 4, line 52, to column 5, hne 52, that block 34 
represents the link for obtaining agent and supervisor names, identification numbers, 
expected agent schedules, customer information, or any other information relating to the 
operation of the call center. 
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Claims 1 and 17 recite, among other things, "a supervision block which contains 
processes performing supervision tasks." The Office Action interprets block 34 as the 
supervision block. Pattison, however, fails to teach that block 34 may comprise several 
processes for performing supervision tasks. Pattison's block 34 merely serves as a link 
for obtaining information such as names of agents and supervisors, expected schedules, 
and the like, as discussed above. In other words, Pattison's block 34 simply provides 
information. If actual supervision tasks are to be performed, the supervision center of 
Pattison has to request a service from a process performing supervision tasks. 

Thus, Pattison's block 34 does not contain "processes performing supervision 
tasks" and thus cannot correspond to the claimed supervision block. Accordingly, 
Pattison does not teach or suggest at least these features of the claims. 

Claim 1 also recites "the processes performing supervision tasks in the supervision 
block of the supervision system and/or the objects monitored by them are registered in 
the supervision center automatically as processes in the supervision block become ready 
for operation," and claim 17 recites "means for automatically registering in the 
supervision center the objects monitored by the supervision block processes performing 
tasks of supervision of the operation of the supervision system." Processes performing 
supervision tasks do not become active in Pattison's block 34. Since no such processes 
become active, they cannot automatically register as they become ready for service. 
Accordingly, Pattison does not teach or suggest at least these features of the claims. 
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Claims 1 also recites "information about the processes in the supervision block 
and/or about the services produced by them and/or about the objects monitored is saved 
in the supervision center in conjunction with the registration," and claim 17 recites 
"means for saving information relating to the processes performing supervision tasks 
and/or to the services produced by them in the supervision center in conjunction with 
registration. Because Pattison's block 34 does not register processes performing 
supervisory steps, it does not and cannot save information about such processes in the 
supervision center in conjunction with the registration. Accordingly, Pattison does not 
teach or suggest at least these features of the claims. 

Claim 1 further recites "wherein the supervision block process performing a 
supervision task determines the address of the supervision center via a name service," and 
claim 1 7 recites "means for determining the address of the supervision center via a name 
service." The Office Action states that call center traffic statistics are logged, but fails to 
provide any reference to determining the address of the supervision center, or doing so, 
more particularly, via a name service. Pattison's block 34 does not have a supervision 
block that determines the address of the supervision center via a name server. For 
example, neither block 32 nor block 34 determines the address of the supervision center 
via a name server. Accordingly, Pattison does not and cannot teach or suggest at least 
these features of the claims. 

To address these last features, namely "wherein the supervision block process 
performing a supervision task determines the address of the supervision center via a name 
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service" as recited by claim 1 and "means for determining the address of the supervision 
center via a name service" as recited by claim 17, the Office Action cited Herriot to 
remedy the deficiencies of Pattison. Applicants respectfully submit that Herriot is silent 
as to the other above-identified deficiencies of Pattison, and that the combination of 
Herriot and Pattison is improper hindsight reconstruction. 

Herriot generally relates to a name service system and method for automatic 
updating on interconnected hosts. Herriot, at column 3, lines 7-45, explains that provides 
an improvement to name servers by permit a dynamic rather than a static pool for 
program numbers. Thus, in view of column 2, lines 35-49, of Herriot, the purpose of 
Herriot is to enable dynamic name services as opposed to static name service. 
Accordingly, it is unsurprising that - excluding the "name service" feature - Herriot is 
silent as to the other above-described deficiencies of Pattison. 

Moreover, the combination of Herriot and Pattison is not properly motivated. In 
particular, there is no name server in Pattison that requires improvements such as those 
suggested by Herriot. Indeed, Pattison, at column 1, lines 44-48, indicates that what is 
being addressed is a call center that operates using an automatic call distributer (ACD) or 
private branck exchange (PBX). There is, thus no discussion of any name server in 
Pattison, and there is no need (without looking to the present application) to include a 
name server therein. 

Thus, the combination of Pattison and Herriot is improper hindsight combination. 
The Office Action began with the template of claims 1 and 17 and tried to reconstruct the 
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invention within that template. To protect against such invalid and inappropriate 
hindsight reconstruction, the Federal Circuit has ruled that references cannot be selected, 
and selected elements from selected references cannot be combined, without some 
suggestion, motivation, or teaching that would render obvious that selection and that 
combination. See, e.g., Karsten Mfg. Corp. v. Cleveland Golf Co., 242 F.3d 1376, 1385, 
58 USPQ2d 1286, 1293 (Fed. Cir. 2001) ("In holding an invention obvious in view of a 
combination of references, there must be some suggestion, motivation, or teaching in the 
prior art that would have led a person of ordinary skill in the art to select the references 
and combine them in the way that would produce the claimed invention."); and Brown & 
Williamson Tobacco Corp. v. Philip Morris Inc., 229 F.3d 1120, 1124-25 (Fed. Cir. 
2000) ("a showing of a suggestion, teaching, or motivation to combine the prior art 
references is an 'essential component of an obviousness holding'"). 

However, the Office Action does not provide such motivation. The Office Action 
states that the motivation would be "to provide dynamic behavior to a static name 
server," citing Herriot, but Pattison does not include a static name server. Accordingly, 
although the cited portion may motivate the use of Herriot independent of Pattison, there 
remains no teaching, motivation, or suggestion to combine the references. 

Accordingly, because the combination of Pattison and Herriot fails to disclose or 
suggest all of the elements of claim 1 or claim 17, and because the combination of 
Pattison and Herriot is improper, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of claims 1 
and 1 7 be withdrawn. 
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Claims 2-16, 18-25, and 28-29 depend from claims 1 and 17 respectively, and 
recite additional limitations. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that claims 2-16, 18- 
25, and 28-29 recite subject matter that is neither disclosed nor suggested by the 
combination of Pattison and Herriot. Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the 
rejection of claims 2-16, 18-25, and 28-29 be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons stated above, applicants respectfully submit that each of claims 
1-10, 12-26, and 28-31 recites subject matter that is neither disclosed nor suggested in the 
prior art of record. It is therefore respectfully requested that all of claims 1-10, 12-26, 
and 28-3 1 be allowed, and that this application be passed to issue. 

If for any reason the Examiner determines that the application is not now in 
condition for allowance, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner contact, by 
telephone. Applicants' undersigned attomey at the indicated telephone number to arrange 
for an interview to expedite the disposition of this application. 
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In the event this paper is not being timely filed, Applicants respectfully petition for 



an appropriate extension of time. Any fees for such an extension together with any 
additional fees may be charged to Counsel's Deposit Account 50-2222. 



Customer No. 32294 

SQUIRE, SANDERS & DEMPSEY LLP 
14™ Floor 

8000 Towers Crescent Drive 
Tysons Comer, Virginia 22182-2700 
Telephone: 703-720-7800 
Fax: 703-720-7802 

PCF/kzw 

Enclosures: Petition for One-Month Extension of Time 
Check No. 14846 



Respectfully submitted, 




Peter Flanagan {J 
Registration No. 58,178 
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